O_ 
ERIC 


DOCUMENT RESUME 


ED 136 941 PS 009 187 

AUTHOR Welsh, James B. 

TITLE Follow Through Pupil Achievement Characteristics in 
Philadelphia, 1974-1975. Vol. I: Cross-Sectional 
Data. Report No. 7664. 

INSTITUTION Philadelphia School District, Pa. Office of Research 


SPONS AGENCY 


and Evaluation. 
Office of Education (DHEW), aashtngton. D.C. 


PUB DATE Dec 75 

GRANT OEG-0-8-522481-4649 

NOTE 96p.; For related document, see PS 009 188 

EDRS PRICE MF-3$0.83 HC-$4.67 Plus Postage. 

DESCRIPTORS *Achievement Gains; Achievement Rating; Achievement 
Tests; *Comparative Analysis; Comparative Testing; 
*Cross Sectional Studies; *Early Childhood Education; 
*Program Evaluation; Standardized Tests 

“IDENTIFIERS *Pennsylvania (Philadelphia); *Project Follow 

Through 
ABSTRACT 


This report is a cross-sectional analysis of the 
1974-1975 mid-year performance of Follow Through, Non-Follow Through 
and District groupings of pupils in the Philadelphia School District. 
The report is divided into four parts: Part I offers comparisons of 


.each Follow Through grouping with all other groupings in terms of 


mean score differences, percentages scoring below the national 
sixteenth percentile, and percentages scoring at or above the 
national fiftieth percentile; Part II is a brief inter-model 
comparison in terms of rankings on mean standard scores; Part III 
compares Spring 1974 and Spring 1975 test performance on the Stanford 
Eariy School Achievement Test (Kindergarten) and on the California 
Achievement Test (Grade 1-3); Part IV provides test data for the 
fourth-grade pupils enrolled in Follow Through schools. Results 
indicate that the positive program effects observed in grades K and 1 
in 1973-1974 have been extended to grade 2 in 1974-1975 for the total 
program aggregate, and that during the program years (K-3) the 
Behavior Analysis and Parent Implemented models continue to exhibit 
superior performance among the models, followed closely by the Bank 
Street and EDC models. The Appendix volume of basic data tables 
accompanying this report is available upon request from the Office of 
Research and Evaluation, The School District of Philadelphia. 
(Author/J MB) 


PES ESE LEC e SES PT EPSP SSS CCPL I CLL rr eer rt re rer rrerrrtrtte rer rrrr reese. ft ff £4 


* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished 

* materials not available from-other-sources. ERIC makes every effort 
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal 
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality 
* of the microfiehe and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available 

* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not 

* responsible for the quaiity of the original document. Reproductions 
* 

* 


supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original. 
PrEPro re rer reper e Prt PP eT e Te PP tee Pete tier rerio P it irre ere rere se. ft ff 3 


* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 
* 


| ATING IT, POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS 
, STATED 00 NOT NECESSARILY REPRE: 
+ SENT OFFICI“L NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 


wraeaet setele 


ERIC 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION & WELFARE 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF 

EDUCATION 


THIS OOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO 


DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM PUPIL, ACHIRUEHEN HARAGTERISTICS 


THE PERSON OR ORGAN!ZATION ORIGIN: 


EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY 


topes cRoSS-SECRIONKE DATA ae 
"DECEMBER, 1975. ee 


fot Report ‘Prepared. by oe ee 
James Be-wersh 
o£. ‘the in! ee easy ad : 

Follow ‘Through Evaluation | Staft 


os Report. Number. 7664: eae 
wha’ ‘Grant, Number OEG- o- -8-522481- 4649. 


Leontine D.- Sesee® . RED OES PSs ghomaas c. MéNamatas? 
Director ©: PE Pe age ies ey “Manager sae ee 
‘Follow Threaeh Program ee A aoe ‘Childhood APH 
Sas ah ees “Evaluation - S 


‘anscance: Clayton: EcLon baa 
Acting” Executive. Director 
eae Caildhood. i PROgESRS 


“Michael aL ixean® 
Executive. ‘Director vo 
(Office, of Research and: Evaluation 


+ +, +t oe a +. + of +. +: + + +. + ao ie ee 


“OFFICE. OF. [RESEARCH LAND. “EVALUATION. 
“THE. ‘SCHOOL DISTRICT OF. PHILADELPHIA 


a QO Pe oa ee 


MEMBERS OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION 


H 
Mr. Arthur W. Thomas, President 
Mrs. Edward Oberholtzer, Vice President 
Mr. August Baxter 
Mes.’ Lawrence Boonin 
Philip Davidoff, Esq. 
Mr. George Hutt 
Robert M. Sebastian, Edq. 
Mrs. Felice Stack 


George Philip Stahl, Jr., 


Re. 


nn ge 
Dr. Michael P. Marcase, Stiperintendent of Schools 
Secretary and Treasurer 


Dr. Robert L. Poindexter, Executive 
Deputy Superintendent 


David A. Horowitz Thomas C. Rosica 


Assoclate Superintendent Executive Director 


School Services Federal Programs 


o.. 
ERIC 


FOLLOW THROUGH DISTRICT LIASION ASSISTANTS 


District l Herber': Rogers 
District 2 Gerri Walker 
District 3 Floyda Marcus 


District 4 " Shirley McGill 


ree 
es epetewees, + 


District 5 “Flossie Allen 


District 6 Marie Tervalon 


@ 


ERIC 


JA Fui'Toxt Provided by ERIC 


o.. 
ERIC 


ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
Very Great Thanks are due: 


The Major Administrative Officers of the Follow Through 
Program in the School District of Philadelphia for their 
recommendations regarding the final form of this report. 


The Systems Development, Data Management and Production 
(SDDMP) section of the Division of Instructional Research 
and Development Services (DIRDS), and the Division of 
Testing Services (DOTS) for providing city-wide testing 
tapes. 


Mr. Charles West of the-Rivision, of Data Processing for 
generating the necessary! data files and Mrs. Linda Burns 
for developing the datat-analysés programs. 


eot . 


wat 
ee 


Mrs. Sara Myers, and Mrs: Mildred Marcus for typing this 


report. ee oe 


The School District of Philedelphia 
Follow Through Schools and Principals 


1974-75 


\Schools 


Arthur School 
20th and Catharine: Streets 


Philadelphia, Penna. 19146 


Duckrey School 
15th aud Dianond Streets 
Philadelphia, Penna. 19121 


Dunbar School 
Leth St. N. of Columbia Avenue 
Philadelphia, Penna. 19122 


Drew Schon] 
38th St. S. of Powelton Avenue 


Philadelphia, Penna. 19104 


Elverson School ' . 
13th and Susquehanna Avenue 
Philadelphia, Penna. 19133 


Ferguson School 
Seventh and Norris Streets 
Philedelphia, Penna. 19122 


Fulton School 
Haines St. E. of Germantown Avenue 
Philadelphia, Penna. 19144 


Harrison School 


ilth and Thompson Streets 


Philadelphia, Penna. 19122 


J. B. Kelly School 
Pulaski Avenue and Hansberry Street 
Philadelphia, Penna. 1914). 


__ Ludlow School _ 


Co. . 
ERIC 


Sixth and Master Streets _ 
Philadelphia, Penna. 19122. 


Principelis — 


Mr. Murray Ginsburg: 

Mr. Sylvester Webb — 
Mrs. Rubye L. McLauglin 
Mrs. Franzella Buchanan 


Mr. Albert Norrell 


Mrs...Sadie Mitchell 


“Mr. Jesse DiTeodore | 


Mr. Wadlliam C. Williams 


Mr. William Seiberlich 


wo MY 6 CMAP OS DAY oe coc snes 


Follow Through Schools > 


McMichael School _ 
36th St. and Fairmount: Avenue 


‘Philadelphia, Penna. 1910) 


Nebinger School 


Sixth and Carpenter Streets 
Philadelphia, Penna. 191b7 © 


Pratt-Arnold School | 
22nd and Susquehanna Avenue 
Plat weet ent a Penna. 19121 


E. M. Stanton School 
17th and Christian Streets’: 
Philadelphia, Penna. 19146 


Stevens School : 
Spring Garden W. of 13th Street 


Philedelphia, Penna. 19123 


re) 
ERIC 


Waring School 
18th and Green Streets 
Philadelphia, Penna. 19130 


A. Wilson School 


‘kath and Woodland Avenue 


Philadelphia, Penna. 19143 


J. Wister School 
Wakefield and Bringhurst Streets 
Philadelphia, Penna. 1914 


Privcivaid:. 
“1974-75 


Mr. John A. Watson 


Mr. Richard Becker 


Mr. Elliot Jacoby 


- Mr. ¥Wernon Jones. 


“Mr. Morris Berkowitz 


Mrs. Felicita Hanna . 


Mr. Stanford James. 


" Mr.” Rosamona S. Lindsey 
. Auxiliary 


ABSTRACT 


‘Git taeee a a ¢ross-sectional analysis of 1974-1975 
mid-year performance of Pollo. Shcouch, Non-Follow Through, 
and District groupings of pupils on the Stanford Early 
School Achievement Test,.. (SESAT), (Kindergarten) and the 
California Achievement Test, (CAT), (Grades 1-4). Mater, nas. 
ports will present results in a quasi~longitudinal format 
(including information on preschool experience and length 
of program exposure) and a quasi-longitudinal-plus-absence 
‘format. | | 


The principal findings of the present volume are: 


(1) Mean performance for Total Follow Through exceeds 
that of Total Non-Follow Through on all major test 
areas in Kindergarten, Grade One, and Grade Two, 


but on no tests in Grade Three. 


(2) Total Follow Through exhibits higher percentile 
rankings in 1974-1975 than in 1973-1974 at all 
grade levels, K-3, and gains more than Total Non- 


Follow Through in grades K-2.. 


(3) The Behavior Analysis and Parent Implemented models 
generally exceed the performance of their district 
Non-Follow Through comparison classes at all grade 


pow of gaits Level s“(K=3).° ‘The Bank Street’ and EDC models exw 


ceed their district Non-Follow Through groupings 
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at- grades K - 2.. The Philadelphia Process model 
exceeds its district Non-Follow Through grouping 
at. Wo grades,.and the remaining two. models 
€Florida Parent and Bilingual) do so at one grade. 
| ¢@ 
(4) Across grades K - 3, the three highest-ranking 
models are Behavior Analysis, Parent Implemented, 


and Bank Street, respectively. . 


(5) Data from fourth-grade pupile in Follow Through 
schools (which are baseline data obtained prior 
to program expansion) show the Parent Implemented, 
Bank Street, and Philadelphia Process models rank 


first, second, and third, respectively, at that grade. 


It is concluded that the positive program effects observed 
in grades K and 1 in 1973-1974 have been extended to grade 2 
in 1974-1975, for the total program aggregate, and that during 
the program years (K - 3) the Behavior Analysis and Parent _ 
Implemented models continue to exhibit superior performance 
among the models, coliewed closely by the Bank Street and EDC 


models. 
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Introduction: | 


This report is concerned solely with cross-sectional 


. 


Program administered by the Division of Testing, Office. of 


Research and Evaluation, School Distzict of Philadelphia. 
geste were admistered to all pupils in the city: the 
Stanford Early School Achievement Test (SESAT) for kinder- 
garten and the California Achievement Test (CAT) for grades 
one, two, three, and four. A second: soldne will provide quasi- 
longitudinal analyses of achievement data, dimensioned by 
length of program exposure and Head Start or equivalent 
experience, and a third volume will forties dimension 
achievement by absence ittervnte: (The local evaluation 
unit must also provide performance information on attain-_ 
ment cf objectives for the Philadelphia Title I Bepirt. 

The objectives and their degree of attainment for 1974-1975 


are included in this volume as an appendix.) 


Three major divisions underlie the comparisons under- 


taken here: 


-1. Follow Through data, comprising scores; from all 
208. Follow Through classes, grouped by model, by 


district, and a Total Follow Through aggregate; 


10 | 


2% Non-Follow Through data, comprising staves 

-o-from 227 comparison crore in Districts 1- 6, 
grouped by. district aaa a Total Not~Follow 
Through aggregate. (This comparison | group is 
an exact parallel to the eonnerioou i oup eis togad - 
in the National Follow Through Evaluation in. 
1972-1973 by Stanford Research Institute, with 
the exception of a — few classes added to 
equalize the distribution across districts in 


certain grades.) an 8 z 


3. District Summary data, comprising scores from 
all pupile in the city, grouped by district 
(for Districts 1-6), and a Total Districts 1-6 
aggregate and a Total City aggregate (Districts 


1-8). 


A substantial caution should be borne in mind Pevendiat 
these comparisons. ‘As in previous years' cross-sectional 
analyses.performeéd by the local evaluation unit, the assumed 
population of concern is the Philadelphia Follow Through pop- 
ulation. ‘Therefore, differences in mean scores are reported 
in terms of measurement error and hot in terms of sampling 
error, following the Procedure outlined by Davis (1964). 
aha an | Appendix of ‘bate’ data _tables is provided. as..8. 
companion v volume, * Required figures (N, mean, standard devia- 
eeon) for the computation of any desired sretseriead inferences 
ee ‘other populations may be obtained there. 
° il 
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The report is divided into three parts: Part I offers 


comparisons of each ie toe Through grouping with all other 


groupings (including Follow Through, Non-Follow Through, and 


District Summaries) in terms of mean score differences, per- 


_ centages scoring below the national sixteenth percentile, - 


and percentages erertoe at or above the national fiftieth 


ie ais oe Part II is a brief inter-model comparison 


bernie of ‘eankibes On mean standard scores; Part III focuses 


on Spring, 1975 test performance by grades in comparison 


with Spring, 1974 performance on the Stanford Early School 


“ Achievement Test (Kindergarten) and on the California penieve> 


ment Test (Grades l- -3); Part IV provides test data for the 
fourth=peade pupils enrolled in Follow. Through schools. 

(Part IV data are essentially Webesitne data soe the fourth- 
grade expansion of Follow Through, which-began’ shortly~after 


city-wide testing. ) 


nga oF 
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Part TT: Comparison of All Groups in Terms of Mean Score 
Differences and Percentages Scoring at the Extremes 
of the National Percentile Distribution in Spring, 


1975. 


Table 1 is presented as an orientation to the model and 


district groupings within Follow Through. It can be seen 


that the Philadelphia Process Model, the Florida Parent Model 


and the EDC Model groupings are synonymous with the District l, 
District 3, and District 6 groupings, respectively. In the 
other three districts, model and district groupings overlap. 


Thus, District 2 Follow Through comprises schools from the 


District 4 Follow Through comprises two Behavior Analysis 


schools. District 5 comprises schools from the Bank Street, 
the Bilingual, and the Parent Implemented models (the last model 
having only one school). Both groupings are important for the 


comparisons presented in Part Il. 


The Appendix volume gives basic data tables for the Spring 


1975 testing, upon which all the analyses in this report are 
based. The data include number of pupils, mean score, number 


and percentage scoring below the national sixteenth percent- 


ile, and number and. percentage scoring at or above the nation- 


al fiftieth percentile, for every grouping by subtest area . 
within grade. Mean scores reported for the SESAT are raw scores; 
mean scores reported for the CAT are the standardized Achievement 


Development Scale Scores (ADSS). 13 


Table 1 


FOLLOW THROUGH SCHOOLS ORGANIZED. 


BY DISTRICT AND MODEL GROUPINGS — 


District Groupings | 


District 1 
Drew 
McMichael 
Wilson 

District 3 


Nebinger 
Stevens 


- ‘District 6 
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_Fulton_ : 
Kelly, J.B. 
Wister, J. 


ee 


Model Grouping 8 
Philadelphia Process 


Drew | 

= McMichael 
Wilson 

Florida Parent 


Hebinger 
Stevens 


EDC © 


Fulton 


Wister, J. 


District 2 


Behavior Analysis 


Stanton, E. sia 


Waring | : ~~ 


District 4. a 


Duckrey 
Pratt-Arnol 


District 5 


Dunbar -o-” 
Elverson 
Fergusonoo @& 


Harrison ~su-2.e° oe 


Ludlowa © © 


ckray 
"7 “Pratt~Arnold 


Bank Street 


~~ ar : 
~ 
. Pras lverscn 
_ ~“Astanton, E.M. 
es wa 
| ee Bilingual 
~ 


e : 

ee o*>Ferguson 
eet 
aring 


= a. Parent Implemented 
a ° 
> me 
“—> Harrison 
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The Appendix volume also contains the complete compar‘son 


matrices of all groups by subtest within grade. The comparison 

is in terms of the standard error of acasudenche’eF che differ- 

ence between means for two groups, either fndepewdene or over- 
i lapping, as explained below. Tables 2-12 in ve section sum- 


Marize the information from these Appendix tables, focusing on 


the Follow Through groupings and adding information about per- 
centages scoring at the extremes of performance (below the six- 


teenth percentile and above the fiftieth). 


Before proceeding to the analyses, it should be explained 
that the following statements of rationale governed the method 


of reporting in this part (and are applicable in ways that will 


. be. apparent. there to.Parts.II,.III,.-and LV--also)2+< (1): Every se wnntane 


group is compared with every other group’ so as not to focus 
merely on what appear on the surface to be appropriate com- 
parisons, e¢-g., District 1 Follow Through vs District 1 Non- 
Follow Through. Exhaustive comparison of each group with every 
other group is an attempt to offset any single ‘defective com- 
parison base, (2) National pupil percentiles and standard errors 
of measurement for raw scores (SESAT) and standard scores (i.e., 
ADSS on CAT) provided by the test manuals are admittedly debat- 
able interpretative indices when used, as was done in this re- 
port, with group means. They are used, however, in the case 

of both the percentiles ied Standard errors, in the absence of 
any eetoned group information. (Averaging percentiles for 


group data, which is the practice of some scoring services, 
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does not seem to be a legitimate enterprise, given the fund- 
-amentally unequal interval nature of this type of scale.) 
- In both instances, moveover, where the be.ic comparison con- 


text is reference to National norm group nerformance, use of 


a ee te ee em et 


these indices seemed recommended in spite of precise measure-_ 


ment considerations. 


Throughout the report, the Follow Through, Non-Follow 
Through, and District Summary groupings are referred to in 


the following abbreviated form: 


BS : Bank Street Model 
BA = Behavior Analysis Model © 
BI = Bilingual Model 
OG ee ae 


FP = Florida Parent Model 


PI = Parent Implemented Model! 


PP = Philadelphia Process Model 

D2F = District 2 Follow Through Grouping 

D4F = District 4 Follow Through Grouping 
7 D5F = District 5 Follow through Grouping 

TFT = Total Follow Through Program (All Models) 
= DIN = District 1 Non-Follow Through Grouping 


D2N = District 2 Non-Follow Through Grouping 


D3N = District 3 Non-Follow Through Grouping 


D4N = District Four Non-Follow Through Grouping 
D5N = District Five Non-Follow Through Grouping 
D6N = District 6 Non-Follow Through Grouping 
TNF = Total Non-Follow Through Grouping 
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te memento 


Dl 
7D2 
TD3 
TD4 
TDS 


TD6 


TD1-6 


TC 


Subtest designations are abbreviated ag follows: 


= 


t 
cow 


(1) SESAT: 


ENV 
MAT 


L&S 


ASQ 


TOT 
(2) CAT: 
voc - 


CHN 


SPL 


TOT 


eDey 


Total District 1 

Total District 2 

Total District 3 

Total District 4 

Total District 5 
_Total District 6 
moked District 1 through 6 


Total City 


Environment 
Mathematics 


Letters and Sounds 
Total 


Vocabulary 
Comprehensioh 
Total Reading 
Computation 
bcaeeets and Problems 
Total Mathematics 

Auding 

Mechanics 

Usage 

Total Language 

Spelling 17 


Total Battery 


ee ee Se a 


Agee Conarencauien 0 re et 
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Taties 2-12 provide comparisons of the performance of each 
Follow Through grouping (BS, BA,;BI, EDC, FP, PI, PP, D2F, D4F, 
D5F, and TFT) against all other groupings for selected test 
areas. In kindergarten, the scores for Environment, Math- 
ematics, Letters and Sounds, and Yotal Battery were selected. 
In Grades One, io, and Three, the scores for Total Reading, 
Total Mathematics, pobad-tausuae, and Total Battery were 
selected. Three comparisons are reported in each table. When 
the mean score for the particular Follow Through grouping 
addressed by the table exceeds the mean secee Foe the grouping 
indicated in the igternade. wapete at a probability of less 


than .05, an "M" is placed in that cell. In computing the 


Davis (1964) were used. For independent groups the required 


difference between means is found by computing: 


1.96 (seemed += ; 
1 Ne 


where Ny and No are the numbers of pupils in each group. 
For overlapping groups, the required value is found by 


computing: 


¥ 


1.96 (s.B.m.) [F -; 
; sub tot 
where N eat is the number of puptis in the subgroup and Noo. 


is the number in the total group: S.E.M. refers to the standard 


error of measurement found in the test manual. 
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When the percentage of pupils scoring below the nativaal 
sixteenth percentile is lower for the Follow Through group 
addressed in the table than for the group listed in the. left 
side margin, an "L" as entered in the cell. When the percent- 
age of pupils scoring at or above the national fiftieth per- 
centile is greater for the foview Through group addressed in 
the table than for the group listed in the left side margin, 


and "H" is entered in the cell. 


Following is a summary by model of the data found in 
Tables 2-12. For each model or district grouping, results 
for each grade are presented {ndependently. Within each 


grade, model. performance is compared with the other models, 


a¥ailt Wefan of catahiiet Sal doy nena cam meten men teased they cement satteh Oe te ne = 


Total: Districe, Total Districts 1-6, and Total City. For sim- 
plicity of exposition, ‘the three measures compared (i.e., the. 
mean score, the percentage below the sixteenth percentile, 
and the per ecnvace at or above the fiftieth percentile) are 
bebeteed to as the "criteria"; the test areas compared are 
referred to as "tests." Thus, the comment that a model exceeded 
its district on all tests and all criteria in grade one means 

that an "Ms," and "L" and an "H" will be found in the appropri- | 


ate block of the table for all four test areas in grade one. 
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Total Follow Through, appropriate District Non-Follow Through, 
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. Teeet Potton Through (Table 2): In kindergarten, Total 
Follow Through exceeds TNF on all criteria and all. tests. It 
eee the TD 1-6 grouping 6m only the helow 16th spiedeion 
for MAT and the at or above 50th criterion in L & S. TFT does 


not exceed TC in kindergarten, 


In first grade, TFT exceeds TNF on all tests and all 


criteria. It exceeds the TD 1-6 grouping on all tests for 


the aeare criterion, on T-M and T-L for the below 16th cri- 
terion, and on T-M, T-L, and TOT for the -at or above 50th 
enitertous Mean performance exceeds Total City performance 
on the T-R, T-M, and TOT tests; on the other two criteria, 


TFT exceeds TC only on T-M. 


"Second grade data show TFT performs bettér than TNF on ~~~ 


‘" all tests for the means and the at or above fiftieth crit- 


eria, and on T-L for the below 16th criterion. Tt performs 


-better than TD 1-6 on all tests for the means criterion only, 


and does not exceed TC on any tests or criteria. . 


TFT fails to’ exceed the TNF and TC groupings in third 
grade, but does exceed the TD 1~6 grouping in T-R on all. 


criteria. 
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PERS dee a ee MH MLE MLE - & MLE MLB. 


oper eb Le * one age MLH.MLH | MLB Kin MLH MLE | 


-]D2N MLE MLH MLE MLH MEH MLE MLE MLH MLH MLE MLH MLH Ey 


| D6N MLH MIH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH ML MLH -MLH.: 


Arpg =. (ML MUR 
—TDS ML LH Lo MLHM HMLA MH MLH MLH MH ML. 


Table 2. ‘Comparison Matrix for Total, Follow. Thsoush, by Gra 


- RINDERGARTEN - 04 axe pe RADE 
RN WaT tas TOT | 


[BI MLR MLH MLH MLH ML OMZH MLB MLH MLE MLE MLE MLE 


HOMLH MLH MLH OM) oOMLH OL oML | MLE MLH ML.» 


MH MH OMLH MLN MLA MLE 


MLH MLH 


D3N 7 MLE L ML MHMH ang] 
D4N MLE M HM“ MLYooOMLY MLH MLE MLE oe a 


DSN . _MLH L MLH MLH MLH MLR MLE MLE OMLH MEH I 


MLH MLE MLH =-MLH MLH MLH MLH OM H OMLE MOH MLH- 


Dir ME M MLE M MH M i 
‘| TD2 ‘MLH MLH MLH MLK =oMLH MLH MLA MH. OMLE MLH M H MLH- 
TD3 ; L L | Jake 


TD6 : a MLH MLH MLH MLE MUR een" 


TD1-6 LoD M MLH MLH MH ~~ MLB 


TC — - M  MLH M 


“Lo OMLH 
MH 
MoH 


MLH L ML MEHMH HME 
mL MLH MLH MLH MLH = 
L MLH MLE MLE MLH = MLH MLH MLE MLH 
wLu MLH MLY MLH MLH MLH ML MLH MLH 
MLH  MLH MLH MLH MLH MH MLE MH MLE 
iia MoM i q” MO _e 
MLH =oMLH MLH MLH MH |6sOMLH MLE OM BH OMLH 
= LL H 
oe ML MLH MLY | 
“Lo MLH-M HOMLE MH MLH MLA OM H MLE 
. MLE MLH MLH MLH MLH 
M MLE MLH MH  ~° MLE 
MO MLE OY 
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GRADE ONE 


GRADE TWO 


MLH MLE 


MLH MLH ML ‘ 
MLA MLE MLH MLH 


MLH MLE Mf 


MLH MLH 


H MLH MLH 


“Matrix for Total Follow Through, by Grade and Test Areas. 


GRADE THREE 


MH MLH MLH MLA 


LH 


| Nore: 


ere 


Myyit a , 


table head~ 


| nificantly 
higher than 


1 a ‘ P e r centa g Qu treee 
below na~. 
tional l6th: 


HM HM HM HY 


that for group: 
ate lett," 


Table entries _ 
coded as 


Mean score. ee 
of group in-| 
dicated in 


ing is sig- 


mean score 
of group — 


indicated at 
left margin; 


od Ph =! | 


Dt an fry 


‘ile is less. 
than that for 
group. at left. 


ng = 


Percentage 
equal to‘or | 


above national 
50th Zile is . 
higher than 


oa” 
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Bank Street Model (Table 3): In kindergarten, the 


Bank Street Model generally exceeds all other models. except © 
~FP-and re Pr. It is superior Lo TFT on all tests and 
veriteria. BS exceeds the D2N group on all tests and criteria 
end the DSN group on all but the mean and the at or above 


50th criteria on MAT. ie is better than the TD2 and TDS 


groups on all tests and criteria. It exceeds the TD 1-6 
group on all tests for the below 16th griterion, on all but 


ENV for the at or above 50th criterion, and on the EN’ and 


‘TOT tests for the means criterion. RS performs better than the 


Total Caey on the below 16th and at or above 50th criteria for 


matte 4, 


MAT and on the at or above 50th criterion for L & S. 


In “ie cea, BS performs generally better than all 
other. models, except BA. It exceeds TFT on all tests. and 
criteria except the pelow i6th percentage on. T-L.. It exceeds... 
the D2N, D5N, TD2, and TD5 groups.on all tests and all criteria. 
BS performs ieekes than TD 1-6 on all tests. and criteria ex- | 
cept the percentage below the 16th percentile on T-L. It 
exceeds the Total City on all tests for the means criterion, 


and on all but T-R for the other two criteria. 


BS penronne generally better than BI, PE and PP in 
first erades It exceeds TFT on all criteria in T-M sua T-R. 
It is superior to D2N on all tests and criteria except the 
below 16th on TAR: and it is superior to the D5N ee on all 
tests and criteria. ,It exceeds TD2 on all eeees for the means 
criterion and all tests except T-R on the other two criteria. 


BS exceeds TD5 on all tests for the at or above 50th criterion 
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‘Table 3. Comparison Matrix. for Bank Street Model, by Grade and Test. Aj 
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“NOTE: 
Table entries 
MLA MLE MLE MLE | f0Llows: 


.Mean score: 


table head- 


_of group 


coded as 


mg = - 
of group in- 


dicated in 


ing is sig- | 
nificantly. 
higher than _ 
mean score 


indicated at 


left margin, 9: 


a“ = 
Percentage 
below na- | 
tional 16th 
ile is less 
than that for 


un 7 


. Percentage 

equal to or 
above national | 
‘S0th file is 


higher than 


that for group. 


at left. 
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_.group.at.left....... 
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and L&S, but does not exceed TC. 


“ and.on all. tests except Ls R on. ie! other. two. criteria. It | 


performs better, than TD 1- 6 on. all end teria for the T- <M and 
T-L tests, and better. than the Total City-on: T-M for the ee 


means and the--below 16th criteria: 


In third grade, BS performs generally better than BI 


and FP. It exceeds TFT ony on the pedcencage below the 


sixteenth percentile in T-L. “It exceeds D2N in T-L on the 


means and at or above 50th criteria, and in T-M‘on the below: 
16th and at or above 50th criteria. It exceeds D5N only on the 
at or above 50th criterion in T-M. BS performs better than the - 


TD2 group on all tests for the means criterion and on all tests. 


except T-R for the other two criteria. Against TD5, it eHow s:: 


a greater percentage at or shove the 50th percentile on T- M 


and T-L, __and a higher mean on T-L. _ It fails to exceed. the 


TD 1-6 and TC groups on any tests by any criteria. 


Behavior Analysis Model (Table 4): The BA nodet perforns 
better than BI AND PP in y Pidezeerten: Lt exceeds TFT on all 
criteria for L & s, on the. at or above S0th criterion: for ‘MAT, 
on the” ‘below 16th criterion for TOT, and on.no criterion for ENV. 
It exceeds the D2N° group on all tests and criteria, and the D4Nn- 
group on all tests and criteria except the percentage belaw ‘the 
16th percentile a MAT. It see Geeua better than the TD2 group: 
on all tests ena criteria, except the two percentile petterda in: 


ENV, and better than TD4 on the at or above 59th criterion in MAT) 


and L&S. It exceeds TD 1-6 by the two percentile crdteria for MAT 
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| Table 4, Comparison Matrix: for Behavior Analysis Model, by Grade and? 


KINDERGARTEN = ‘GRADE ONE GRADE TWO = -—s GRADE 
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BS | L MLRMHM MH MLE MLHM MLH MLB MLE] 
BA A et oe ee ee ee 
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D4F H MLE M H MLE | ae: 
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DIN HM MLH MLH MLH MLH = MLH MLB OM HOMLH . MLE MLB. 
DAN = MLH MH OMLH ML OMLH MLH MLH MLH «MLE MLH |= sM HOM BR OMLE 
DSN MLH Lo MLE MLH MLH MLH ©6MLH MLH ML MLH MH MLE 
D6N ML MLH MLE «MLH MLH-MLH MLH «ML MLH MLE MLH Ls 
TNF = MLE MLH MLH MLH =MLH MLH MLH MLH)=MLH MLH MLE MLB MLE 
Tl + ML MLH L MLA MLH MLH MLH = MLH MLH | MLE ML MLB 
TD2  M MLE MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH «MLH MLE NLH MLE MLA MLE I 
TD3 MLH MLH MLH MLH = MLH MLH MLH MLH MLH- 
TD H oH “MLH MLE MLH MLH 06 MLH MLE MH OMLE MLE MLE | 
T5 © MLE MLH L MLW MLH MLH MLE MLE MLH MLH MLH MLE MLE 

™6 LH L MLE MLH MLE MLH MLE MLE = MLH ML MLE 

TDl-6 = LHL MLW MLW MLH LH MLH MLE MH OMLH MLA MLE I 


TC . | . MLH MLH MLH MLH =MLH MLH = oMLH MLE MLE 
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Analysis Model, by Grade and Test Areas. 


NOTE: 


Table entries 
coded as — 


follows: | 


nytt = 
Mean score 
of group in- 


dicated in 


table head- 
ing is sig- 


nificantly 
higher than © 
mean score 

of group 


indicated at) 


left margin. 


mpm a. 
Percentage 


below na- 


tional 16th | 


Aiba eg oe 


Zile is less 
than that for. 
group at left. © 


np " ee 


Percentage. 


equal. to or 
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~~ | above national 
+y{ 00th Zile is 
| higher than 
that for group 
‘tat left. ee 


In first gosdek BA ‘performs ecpcraily better than all 
smudel@. It exceeds TFT, D2N, DAN, TD2, TD4, TD 128, ahia TC 


on all tests and all eeieefaa. - 


In second grade, BA pceta cue generally pertes than el 

models. - It exceeds TFET ana D2N ‘on all tests and all criteria. 
“It exceeds D4N. on all: criteria for T-R and T-M, and on the 
means and the at or above the 50th criteria for TOT. It 
performs Bebtex than TD2 on all tests and seteerda, and bettas 
than TD4 on all Fortr, and criteria except the below 16th on 
T-L. It exceeds the TD 1-6 group on all tests and criteria 
except the puveuntace: below the 16th percentile in ENV. It 
exceeds the Total City by all criteria for the T-R, T-M, and — 


TOT tests. 


In third grade, BA performs generally better than all 
models except PI. It exceeds TFT, D2N, TD2, and TD4 on. all 
tests and criteria. It exceeds D4N on all tests and criteria. 
except the below 16th for T-R. It performs better than the 
TD 1-6 group on all tests and criteria except the percentage 
below the 16th percentile in T-L. It exceeds the Total City 


- on all criteria for the.T-R, T-M, and T-L tests. 


29 


_717- 


re) 
ERIC 


r«) 
ERIC © 


- Bilingual Model (Table 5); _ In kindergarten, the Bilingual 


_Model fails to exceed any other model. It does not exceed TFT, 


TD5, TD 1-6, or TC on any test at any criterion: 


some ee mer me 


In first grade, BI does not perform better than any 
model. It fails to exceed TFT, TDS, TD1-6, and TC on all 
tests and all criteria. It exceeds D5N only on the percent- 


age below the 16th percentile for T-L. 


’In second evade, Bi again performs better than no 
other Foliow Through model. It fails to exceed TFT, TD5, 
TDI-6, and TC on any test at any erteerion: - BI exceeds 
DSN on all tests for the means criterion, on all but T-R 
for the at or above 50th criterion, and on all but T-L for 


the below 16th criterion. 


In third grade, BI again performs better than no other 
Follow Through model. It fails to exceed TFT, D5N,. TD5, Tp 


1-6 and TC on any tests for. any criteria. 
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“Matrix for Bilingual Model, by Grade and Test Areas, — 


GRADE THREE 
T-R T-M T-L TOT 


NOTE: | 


Table entries 


coded as. 


follows: — 


| wy a 
Mean score 


of group in- 


dicated in:.:. 


1 table head- | ‘ 
ing is sig- 3... 


nificantly 
higher than 


mean score: 


of group 
indicated at 
left~ ae 


in = 
Percentage . 
below na- aes 


otic ial 16th 
Zile is less. 
than that for | 
group at left. 


ah mae . 


Percentage 


-equal to or 
above national 


50th Zile is 


that for group 


_ at pelts 
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Education Development Center Model “(rable 6): In kinder- 


‘garten, EDC performs generally better than ‘Br ona PP. It 


exceeds TFT on ENV and TOT by all criteria, on MAT for the 


below. 16th eriterion, and .on L & Ss ‘for the at or above 50th 
criterion. It performs better than D6N.on all.tests and cri- 
teria except the mean for ENV.. EDC is superior to TD6 and TD1- 6. 


for the helow 16th criterion in MAT and the at or above 50th” 


criterion for L&S..It also exceeds TDr6by the latter criterion 


for ENV. EDC fails to exceed TC. 


In first grade, EDC performs generally better than BI. 
It does not exceed TFT on any test by any criterion. It does 
santorebereee than D6N on all tests by all criteria. EDC 
exceeds TD6 on MAT for all criteria and on T-L and TOT for the 
below 16th criterion. It exceeds TD1-6 only for the below 16th = 


criterion on T-M. It fails to exceed TL on any test or criterion. 


Second beade EDC results are generally better than BS, BI, 

FP and PP. It exceeds TFT on all tests and criteria, and -D6N 
on all but the percentage at or above the 50th percentile on 
T-M. EDC performs peeree than TD6 in MAT on all criteria and 
on TOT for the below 16th criterion. It eiendue TD1-6 on all 
tests and criteria except the mean for T-L and the percentage 
at or above the 50th percentile for T-R. It exceeds TC for 

T-M on all criteria and for T-L and TOT on the below 16th 


epitection. 
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Matrix for Education Development Center Model, by Grade and Test Areas. 
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NOTE: 


Table entries 
coded as 
follows: 


ca nytt » a om 
Ie epmuuens | 
of group in- © 


table head-. 
ing is sig- 
nificantly — 
higher than 7 
.mean score. 

of group. 


dicated in 


indigated. a ee 


|, left.margin. » 


a as « | 
Percentage — 
below na- . | 
tional l6th 
site is less 


than that for 


‘group at left, 


Wye ne 
Percentage 


equal.to or 

-apove national 
—=50th Zile is. 
higher than 
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that for group 


“at left. 


In third grada, EDG perforns. deneratty better than 
BS, BI, and FP. It exceeds TFT only oa phe pebeenbace 
below the 16th percentile on T- Ls It fails to exceed 
DSN, TD6 and TC on any test or criterion. “It performs 
better. than TD1- ° only on the percentage below the 16th 


percentile in T-L. 


Fieri du-Pavent Model (Table 7): In Pigienoeteen:.. 
FP performs generally better than all sone models. It 
exceeds TFT on all tests and citeria aewene the percentage 
below the 16th peveeneite on L 8: te sores. better : 


than D3N on all criteria for MAT and .on the means. and the 


at or above 50th criterion.for L & S and.TOT. . It. exceeds 


TD3 only on the below’ 16th eriterion in MAT, - It scores better 


4 
than TD 1-6 on all tests by all” criteria, except the at or above 


50th- exiterion for ENV and better: than TC: on all. opitecia: for” ie 


MAT and.TOT and.all but the below 16th> criterion for L& S. 


~ 
carne eee 


In first grade, FP performs generally better than BI 
(and close to EDC). It exceeds TFT, D3N, TD3, TD1-6, and 
TC on all criteria for T-M and on the percentage below the : 


16th percentile on T+L. It also exceeds TD3 on the mean 


for T-L. 
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table head= 
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1 Matrix for Florida Parent Model, by Grade and Test Areas. 

EN. «GRADE ONE GRADE TWO GRADE THREE 
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ee ae show FP scores generally better 
“than BI. Lt exceeds TFT, ‘D3N, TD3 5; ™1-6, and TC. for the. 
percentage ‘below the 16th percentile on T-M. It also exceeds 


D3N. and TD1-6 on MAT by the sot her two dcttertac 


In cnivaerede,. FP ‘performs generally better chan: BI, 
However, it. fails” to Kiceed TFT, D3N, TD3, TD1= 6, cand. TC 


on any test or criterion. 


'. Parent Implemented Model ATapae. 8): In kindergarten, 
PI performs generally better than BI and. PP (and ‘éiose to BA). 
It exceeds TFT on. L-& § and TOT for all erdverig.. of 
‘ENV for the below 16th. criterion, and on MAT for eeeae or 
above 50th criterion. PI peceoeae bétter than DSN on L& S 
for all criteria, on ENV for the below 16th criterion and 
on TOT for the means and the below 16th criteria. It exceeds TD5 
on all tests by the below 16th criterion and on all but. ENV for 
the at. or above 50th criterion. [It gente better than TD 1-6 on 
MAL: L&S, and TOT for the below 16th comparison, and on-MAT. and. 


L&S.-for the at or above 50th comparison. ' Against TC, it scores 
better on L&S and TOT for the betow 16th criterion and on L&S for 


‘G ecmatneens hernias eewee aoe 
the at or above 50th criterion. i 


In first crades PI performs generally better ‘than Br 
and EDC (and close te BA). It exceeds TFT on T-M and T-L 
for the below 16th criterion. PI performs better than D5N \ 


on all tests and criteria except T-M on the mean and the at 
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Table 8 Comparison Matrix for Parent Implemented Model, by Grade ; 
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oe above 50th criteria. tt exceeds TDS on T-R and T-L for 
all criteria, and exceeds 11-6 "in T-R a the mean, T-M: . 
for the below 16th criterion, and T-L on the two percentile 
criteria. PI performs better than TC on T-M and T-L for the 


- 


below 16th criterion. 


In second grade, PI performs generally better than all 


‘other models except BA. It exceeds TFT and TD1-6 on all tests 


and criteria except the percentage at or above the 50th per- 


centile on T-R. It exceeds D5N. and TDS on all tests by all 


criteria. It performs better than TC for all tests on the 


teans criterion, for T-R, T-M, and T-L on the below 16th 


criterion, and for T-M on the at or above the 50th criterion. 


Third grade results again show PI performing generally 
better than all other models except BA. It exceeds TFT and 
TD5 on all tests for-all criterion. It exceeds D5N on T-M, 
T-L and TOT for the mean and below 16th criteria, and on T-M 
and T-L for the at or above 50th criterion. PI performs 
better than TD1I-6 on all tests and criteria except the per- 
centage at or above the 50th percentile on T-R. It secede 
TC in all tests for the below 16th criterion, on T-M, T-L, 
and TOT on the mean criterion and on T-L and TOT for the at 


Or above SOth criterion. 


Philadelphia Process Model (Table 9): In kindergarten 


PP performs generally better than BI. It fails to exceed 
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- below 18th tetterion, and. on. T-M, T-L, and TOT on the at Shove” 


50th criterion. It fails. ‘to. exceed TD a, TD 1-6, or TC on any 


tests. by: any Seiterted.,’ 


: In first ea performs senebal iy better than BI, 
EDC, and PP. Te ee seaas TFT on T-R for both percentile 
erivecta, and on T-L for the at or above 50th criterion, It 
exceeds DIN on all> teste and criteria except ToT on the below 
16th cht cevisn. PP perso Re better than TDL and TD1-6 on 

T-R by all criteria, on T-M by the at or above 50th criterion, 
and on T-L ‘by both percentile nae, ‘It exceeds TC on T-R_ 
by both percentile criteria and on T-L by the:at or #bove 50th 


criterion. 


In second grade, PP saveorne generally. better than BI 
and FP. It exceeds TFT on T-R by both percentile criteria 
aga on TOT by the at or above 50th criterion. It does not 
exceed DIN on any test or criterion, and exceeds TD1 only en 
the percentage below the 16th percentile for T-R, PP performs 
better than TD1-6 on T-R and TOT on the at or above 50th 


criterion and better than TC on T-R, by the same criterion. 


e@ 
ERIC 


o.. 
ERIC 


. 


In ied grade, PP perforis’ generally better than BS, 


BI, EDC and FP. te exceeds ‘TET on all tests: and criteria, 


““but fails to exceed ‘DIN on any. PP perfornis better than 


TDL on. T-M, T- L, ‘and TOT gu the at or above ‘50th criterion, 
and on T-M add TOT on “the means criterion. It exceeds 11-6 
on T= and TOT on the means criterion. It exceeds ‘TD1-6 eae 
all tests by the at or above 50th ‘criterion, on T- M, T- Ly ‘dnd’ 
TOT for the mean criterion, and on T- M for the below 16th 
criterion. | It exceeds TC on T-L ‘and TOT by the at or ‘above 


50th criterion. 
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In addition to the model groupings, three district 


ovo upbase (Daseeter ‘Two: District Four, and District Five) 43 


which cross models are also examined: 
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District Two Follow zeoees (ene 


coer! 5g kindergarten, . D2F periorms generally better than BA, 
BI, “DAF and D5F. It exceeds. TET on all. tests, by the mean 
criterion, and on ENV, L & S;. and TOT by the at. or above 50th 
criterion. It exceeds D2N and 72 on all ‘tests te all criteria, 
ene TD2 on all but the below 16th comparison on MAT. It scores 
“better than TD 1-6 on. ENV, MAT, -and TOT by. the at or above 50th 
criterion, and on TOT for the mean ee tevian. D2F fails to. exceed 


TC on any tests by any ait teat 


ee In first grade, D2i D2F ‘performs g generally better than BI. It 
fails to exceed TFT on any tests for any criteria. It exceeds 
D2N in T-M for the mean and the at or above 50th criteria, and 
in TOT for the ain Selectioa. It performs better than TD2 and 


TD 1-6 only in T-Mfor the at or above 50th criteria. D2F fails. 


to exceed TC on any test or criterion. 


In second grade, D2F performs generally better than BI. 
It fails to exceed TFT or TC on any test or criterion. It 
exceeds D2N on T-M, T-L, and TOT for the mean and the at or 
above 50th criterion, and on T-L for the below 16th criterion 
D2F exceeds TD2 on T-M and TOT for the mean and the at or 
above 50th criterion, and exceeds TD 1-6 on T-M for the at 


or above 50th criterion. 
! 
Third grade data show D2F performs generally better than 


Bl and FP. It fails to exceed TFT, D2N, TD 1-6, and TC on 
any test by any criterion. It exceeds TD2 only on T-M for the 
at or above 50th criterion. 
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Table 10. Comparison Matrix for District Two Follow Through, by Grade. 
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District Four Follow zuegh: Crapse. 12): 


In eat D4F. performs generally better than BI aud PP. 
It Seconds TFT otily. ie terms of the, percentage, below the 16th per-... 
centile ‘on L'& S and ToT. It exceeds D4N on all tests and criteria 
except the. below 16th criterion for MAT. - D4F ‘performs better than 
TD 1- 6 sis on the betow 16th comparison in L&S. and TOT. It fails. 
to exceed TD4 or Te qn any test ty any criterion, . > 


~~ 2 


In first grade D4F performs generally better than all 
models. It exceeds TFT, D4N, TD4, TD 1-6, and TC on ail tests” 


and all criteria. a 


In second geade: D4F performs generally better than all 
models. It exceeds TFT on all tests by all criteria. It ex- | 
ceeds D4N on T-R and he M for all eeteey 26, on Tot for the | 
mean and the at or hove 50th criteria., It performs: nether 
than TDs and TD ic 6 on all tests and critceia: ancepe for the 
percentage. below the 16th percentile on T-L. “It exceeds TC 


on all tests but the below 16th and the mean criteria on T-L. 


In third pinta: D4F performs generally better than all 
models, except P I. It exceeds TFT, TD4, and TD 1-6 on all 
tests by all criteria. D4F exceeds D4N on all tests and ali 
criteria, except the percentage below the 16th percentile on 
T-R. It performs better than TC on all three cca for 


T-R, T-M, and TCT, and on the mean criterion for T-L. 
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| ‘District Five ‘Follow Through (fable 12)2. 0°00 


‘In kindergarten ‘DSF performs Sacra better than BI and 
PP. It’ exceeds TFT on ENV and TOT ‘for the below 16th. criterion, 
and on MAT ‘arid L&S for the at. or above 50th criterion. It ex- 
ceeds D6N on all tests and criteria: except. the mean aa the. at. 
Ge above 50th. criteria ‘oe eee DSF performs better than TD 5, 
on MAT and L&S 1‘ both vevcanriie criteria and on. 5OT by the 
below iéch.etiverions Tt exceeds TD i 6 on: only. the below. -ont 


comparison for MAT. and TOT ‘wna on the at or above 50th conpardaon: 


for L&S. It fails to exceed TC on any test, by any criterion. 


“Tn eipce. grade, DSF “performs “generally b better than BI, 
EDC, EP, and PI (and close to PP). It exceeds TFT on T-M, 
T=bs and 1dr for the below 16th éeteeeis baa on T-L for 

the at or above 50th criterion. It performs better than 

D5N on all tests and criteria. It exceeds TD5 on all cri- 
teria for T-R, T-L ana TOT. D5F performs beter than,» TD 1-6 © 
on all tests for the mean criterion, on all but T-R for | 
below evn. evi besdea. awe on T-M and T-L for the at or 


above 50th criterion. 


In second grade, D5F performs generally better: than BI 
and FP. It does not exceed TFT, TD 1-6, or TC on any test 
or criterion. D5F exceeds D5N on all tests and criteria. 


It exceeds TD5 on T-M and T-L for the mean criterion. 


In third grade, D5F performs generally better than BI 
and FP. It exceeds TD5 only on T-M and T-L for the at or. 
above 50th criterion, It fails to exceed TFT, D5N, TD 1~6 
or TC on any test at any criterion, 
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Part II: Model Rankings in ha ae mos, - he 


In this section all seven Follow Through odes are ranked 


in terms of mean raw _scores on the. SESAT (K}: Wa. mean. scores ‘on the 


CAT (1-3). The procedure employed for ties is to average the 
ranks; thus two schools tied for second are each given’ a rank 


of 2s. Tables 13~17 present the data for this section. 


In kindergarten eat. 13° ) the Florida Parent model 


ranks first overall, and > either firet. or clad for first an all 


_ subtests. BS ranks second overall, and’ ties for first on AC 


P I ranks third overall, and ea: fox first on Arc. EDC, "BA, 


FP, and BI complete the kindergarten rankings. 


= oe | 


In first ~grade results (Table 14), BA ranks first overall . 
and firet on all test areas, BS ranks. second overall, and FP sg 


Yanks third. PP, PI, EDC, and BI complete the first-grade rankings. 


Second~grade results (Table 15) place BA first in six test 


areas (voc, CHN, T-R, CPU, T-M, TOT) and iret syeraie PI ranks 


first in five test areas (C&P, MEC,USG,T-L,SPL) and second overall. 


EDC ranks third,.with BS, PP, -FP and BI completing the second=grade™ 


rankings. 


third-grade data (Table 16) show PI paee first in six test 
areas (CHN, CPU, MEC, beenad T-C, TOT) and first overall. BA ranks 


Fira? on. five test areas (VOC, T-R, C&P, T-M, SPL): and second 


overall. PP ranks third, with EDC, BS, FP and BI completing 
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. and Suanary Ranking for Grades: 
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PP 254 2 290 4 28K 269 3257 623 
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the second-grade rankings. 

ieee the aes rankings were computed on. two bases 
(Table 17). ‘BY adding all the ranks: for each test area across. a 
all grades, the models rank (in- order) BA, ‘PIL, BS, EDC, “PP, 7, 
and BI. (It guoata be noted that EDC and ‘PP are virtually | 
tied). That procedure, however, ieeeens the japect of kinder- 
garten Sei foraaice, since there are fewer test. areas on the 
SESAT than on the CAT. Adding the grade ranks offsets this 
discrepancy. By that alternate procedure, the aeact rankings 
are BA, PI, BS, FP, EDC, FP and BI. ane: superior Kindergarten 


performance of FP. is wtieatea in this second ranking. . 
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Table’ 17s’ | Sum of Model. Rankings Across, Grades K ~ Bt by sum. 


of, Test Rankings. and by Sum oF “Grade Rankings. 


age Soya Pw eg 
BA a v 3 69% a | rg 
Be ta 2 MO Sbee i+. . 45 7 
EDC “169% | 4 
FP : 19235 : a 6 


PL 107385 _ 2 


wu it«; 


PP 170 


SUM OF a 
GRADE RANKS RANK 


BS ae | 3 
BA 9 1 
BI 28 7 
EDC 17 5 
FP (16 4 
PI . ae | 2 


PP 3 18 . 6 
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Part IIl: Comparison ‘of. 1975, Midyear Performance with 1974. 


End- -of-Year Performance on the SESAT and CAT, in 


‘Terms of National Percentile Rank of ° ‘Mean Scores 


In this section, the 1975 midyear achievenent | test vere 


‘formance of the Follow, Through models is compared with rete: 


performance in the 1974 testing, which was conducted at end- 
stydan: This. rough comparison is conducted in terms of the 
mer ee percentile rank of the mean raw scores for the SESAT 
and the mean ADSS scores for the CAT. Two cautions are intro- 
duced before the presentation of data: 
1) These comparisons are conducted on the same grade 
but different pupils, consequently there is little controlling 
poténtial over the many possible sources of test score variation. 
2). Since the city-wide testing program was switched from 
an Snel eat sciieduie to a mid-year schedule beginning in ene 
1974- -1975 academic year, the compaig ORS conducted here involve 
different norms: 1974 scores are normed with end-of-year tables 
and 1975 scores with mid-year. tables. Some discrepancy is prob- 
ably introduced by this. However, given the two different bases 
Peeled in the comparison, national percentile ranks provide 
the only Means. of roughly equating the testing conducted at the 


two different time periods. 


It is possible,therefore, that certain observed "gains" 
and"lasses" may be an artifact of the Switch in norms and/or 


the switch in pupils Berpss the two years. However, if we 


_.assume any eeiieaauaed gains or losses to.be equally ore r eas 
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5 


across the various groups of interest (a fairly safe assumption 
"without any controverting data), we may ‘then assess the weraeive: 
gains or losses of one eroup vis-a-vis nese Specifically we 
may examine the pais or losses of.a particula’ model against — 
the general. context of gain or loss of Total Follow Through | 


‘and Total Non- -Follow EHrOue Es 


(It should be noted that the kindergarten test data for the 
Parent Implemented model, which comprises one “school, were iene 
during Processing in 1974, Consequently, no comparison is 


possible for PI in kindergarten, ) 


TA Wawaetecreca (Table 18), TFT and TNF both register con- 
siderable gains beeoee the two time points, with TFT gaining 
slightly more than TNF. TFT gains are fairly consistent . 
across the different test areas. Among the models, all showed ° 
Sconstaevebue gains except BI, which registered slight gains 
“(and PI, for which data are unavailable.) For most’ models, 


the gains were fairly consistent across test areas. 
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In first grade resuies (Table 19), TFT seems somewhat higher 


than dace year and TNF drops one percent rie point Pree last. year's | 


- score. The strongest gains Gee in absolute terms ‘and relative 


to TNF) were registered in the language areas ‘and: spelling. Anongy 
the models, ale BA, and FP recorded substantial gains overall: 
BA gained more in language and reading pied in mathematics, FP 


edited more in incense and mathematics thaw reading, and the 


BS gains were fairly equally distributed across reading, math- 


ematics, and language test areas. It is also noteworthy that 
PI, which lost a ‘percentile point overall, showed a substantial 


drop in mathematics and substantial gains in language. 


TFT £- second grade (Table 20) shows substantial gains 
overall. TNF gained somewhat over last year but considerably 


less than TFT. For the total battery scores (and obviously, 


for most subtest areas) all Follow Ticough models registered | 


sizeable gains over last year's pupil percentile ranks. The 
most noteworthy differences between the models involve the 
particular test areas in which the strongest gains occured, 
For BA and BI the strongest area was reading; for FP it was 
mathematics; for PI it was dianguace: For BS and siuthena tics 
gained more phee reading, and for PP reading and lanes 
gained more than mathematics. In EDC reading, mathematics 


and ianguage seemed to gain about the same amount. 


In third grade (Table 21) TFT gains somewhat ever last 


year, but TNF gains substantially over laet year, Among the 
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oe. Table 19. comparison of 1973- -1974 Performance and 1974- 1975, y 
| : ‘Percentile. Rank of Mean. CAT ADSS ‘Score, by 1 Test Are: 
| oul 


MOC. ce aa ne fo AS apy 


a koi) eee hh ee ee Oe) ee eT 


TK 75 aif 7475 dif 74°75 dif 24.75 dif 74 


60.80. +20 49 64 +15 . 33-53 720° 59° 


BS 44 56 + 8 | 
BA 63.74 +11 68 89 +21 66 79 +13° 6772 +5 | 
BI. 37.43 +6 6063 +3 4346 +3. 3742 +5... 
EDC 44 50 +6 6072 412 49 54 +5. 4853 +5 
FP 35.40 +5 3863 +25. 35 42 +47 44 63 419 — 
PI 5859 +1 60 80 420 59 64 +5 6141 -20— 
PP 58-59 +1. 68.63 -5 6359 -4 4449-45. 
D2F 0s 442: 50 +.8) «©6063 +3 4654 +8 4849 +1. 
D4F 68 77: +9 68 89 +21 68 81 +13 6773 +6. 
DSF 48 54°+6 60 86 +26 51 62 +11 -41 49 +8 
TFT 50 56 +6 .60 72 +12 54 62 +8 48 54 +6 
TNF 5050... 0 5063 +413 4951 +2 44 46 +2 
AUD MEG SG ToL 
73 74 73-74, 73 74 73°74 | 
74.75 dif 7475 dif 74 78 dif 7475 dif 74 
BS. 6155 = 6 5876 +18 3746 +9 5064 +14 
BA 49 66 +17 47°79 432 37 54 +17. 43 69 +426 
BI 37 31 -6 3743 +6 2628 #2 2934 +5 
EDC «6613 58 -6 5154 +3 3740 +3 48 49 +1 
- FP 61.55 = 6 4763 +16 3140 +9 4054 414 
71 ‘PE 4943 -6 5166 +15 2634 #8 4054 +414 
7 PP 49 55 #6) 665 66 +1 «37:40 +3 5657 +1 
 D2F «37 43 «+60 «642 58 +160 37 34 °- 3 38-49 Flt 
DOF = 49 66 «+1754 76 «4220 «37:54 F170 45 71 4260 BT 
DSF = 61 55 = 6 «647 70 +23) 31 40 +9 «4354 411 50 
TFT. 4955 +6. 5166 415 37 40 43°. 45.57. 412. 50 
| TNF 45 55 +6 5454 6 3734 -~3 45 46 +1 
gy op 2 Se fe Ce | oe 
BUC 2 2, * a, to OE 


of 1973- 1974, Performance. and 1974- -1975 Performance in Fire Grade: 
Rank of Mean CAT ADSS. as by. Test Areas. os 
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74,75 dif a4 is 20 Ot P IG aS" dif. 7475 dif ee 


49 64 415° 39.52 $49 "4g iL 
66.79 +139 6772 «8 87:7 


(43-46 +3 37 42 4.5 85 4 | 

49 54 +5 48 53 +5 63 S1.-i2 55 52 -~3 
35.42 +7 44 63 +419 55.47 412° 50 66. 416 
59 64 +5 61.41 ~-20 70 63. +7 67 49 ~18 
6359 -4 44469 +5 63 BQ = 4 55°55. + 1 


iif 74 75 dif 7475 dif 74.75 dif 74.75 dit 


50 64 +14 5064 +14 46 63 +417. 


ae 
37.54 +17 43 69 +26 «61 81 +20 6078 418 | 
2628 +2 2934 +5 2737 410 3437 +3. 

37: 40 +300 648 49 +100 645051 +1 «5350 - 37 
3140 +9 (40.54 +14 39 64 +25 37 53 416. 
26.34 +8 ° 4054 +14 5064 +14 5554 -1. 
37.40 +3 5657 +1 6151 -10 6054 -6 
37346 - 3 3849 411 39 51 412 44.53 49 

37.54 +17 45 71 +26 61 81 +20 6179 +18 

3140 +9 4354 +11 50-64 414 46 56 +10 

37.40 +30 45:57 412 50 64 418 5259 +7 
3734 - 37 


45:46 +1 5051 +1 49.48 1. 


table 20%, “Comparison of 1973- 1974 Performance and -1974- 1975, Perf. 
i ae ‘Percentile Rabk of Mean cat ADSS- Score, by Test Areas. 
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7475 dif 7475 dif 1475 dif 74.75 dif 


BS 5863 +5 36.58 #22 25 40 +15 3353 +20 a 
BA 58 63 +5 39 61 +22 25 40 +15 35.55 +20 + 
BI 43 36 - 7-19-30 +11 1419 #3 1623 47 + 
EDC 5863 +5 3354 +21 3240 +8 35.53 +18 + 
FP 43:49 +6 2738 411. 1925 +6 2533 +8 op 
PI 4363 +20 39 65 +26 3250 +18 37 63 +26 + 
PP 43:49 +6 36 48 +12 25°32 +7 31 43 412 + 
D2F 4336 - 7: 3044 +14 1925 +6 27°37. 410 - 
D4F 5863 +5 3961 +422 25 40 +158 35 58 +423 + 
DSF 43.63 +20 30 48 +18 2532 +7 2743 416 28 41 4 
TT 43.49 +6 33 51 418 2532 47 3146 415 34 48 + 
TNF 5863 +5 45 48 +3 3232 0 44466 +2 34 41+ 
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nodels ee, “BAS EDC and ‘BS ‘eained most. and. EP! “pained somewhat 
over ‘last. year. : ‘BI aaa PL stayed about the. ‘Same. as last year. 


(He should be noted. that PL, the only model to. “lose percentile | 


ietets on. the total math score in third grade, has. the highest 
975 percentile rank for that ‘score. Its 1974 performance was 


- 80 high that outstanding. 1975. peréoraané -e appears as a eisehe 


decline.) - Model pero wiance is fairly consistent across test. 


areas, in the third- erage data. 


on 
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-” Part-Iv: Fourth-Grade "Baseline" Data - 

In this section, t he performance ef four th- prade pupils in 
‘the Follow Through | schools will be analyzed in a manner apategows,” 
to that emp toyed in Parts T and it: for the regular Program years, 
K-3. Most of picse: fourth- ~grade pupils ‘have been enrolled in 
Follow Through éteeees previously. ‘Their achievement test per— 
Penutaee will be analyzed in the second volume (Quasi- ~longi- 
tudinal Analyses), dimensioned | by mene en of program exposure and 
by preschool experience. | This cross-sectional Presentation of 
Spring 1975 test data includes ali pupils in” the fourth: grades of 
the Follow Through schools, regardless of the frogram exposure 
(or lack of it) during the K-3 years. Ag part of she local .ex- 
pansion of Follow Through, the ‘program was extended tito. the 
fourth nes at all of the original 18 schools. These éross-sectional 
data are included. here as "baseline" measures, obtained just 
prior to the Program extension into FOUrEn grade. ‘However, 
since most of the pupils are "graduates" of the ae program, 


the hides are also TRESECSEANS for the study of Program CERES UB: 


Tables 22 & 23 are analogous to ‘Tables 2-12 in Part ~ “odels 
will again be compared against relevant Follow Threwgn:, and: No. 
Follow Through groupings. However, in Tables ‘22~a,' 22-b, and 22c 
several models are collapsed onto each table. The Same four test 
areas (T-R, T-M, T- C, and TOT from the California Achievement Test) 
will be examined on three criteria: the mean score differences 
in terms of Davis' formula for comparison, the percentage of 
pupils scoring below the STE eceneh percentile, and the Percenteee 


of pupils scoring at or above the fiftieth percentile. . 
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. Bank Street Model. (rabie 22a): BS Performs generally 
better than BA, BI, “EDC, BaF, DAF, and. DSF model groupings. — 
It exceeds TFT, D2N, ae 75 on ‘all tests” for all criteria. 
It. exceeds DSN on all ‘tests except the percentage below the: 16th 
“percentile on T-R, BS performs better than TD 1-6 on all tests 
for the below 16th criterion and oi the mean criterion for T-R.. 


It exceeds the Total City only on 1-M for the below 16th criterion. 


oo Rehavios Anelyet Model (Table Aza) BA performs generally. 


better than BI, EDC, ‘FP, D2F. It exceeds TFT on all three cri- 
teria for T-R, T-M, and TOT. BA performs better _— D2N on all 
tests and ckiteria, but only on the two percentile Ceitexds for 
T-~R against D4N. It exceeds TD4 on alt tests by the means cri- 
beading and on T-L and TOT by..the at or above 50th criterion. 


It fails to exceed TD4, TD 1-6, and TC on any criterion. 


Bilingual Model (Table 22a ): BI performs generally better 


than FP. It fails to exceed TFT, D5N, TD5,. TD 1-6 or TC on any 


test by any criterion. 


Education Development Center Model (Table 22a ):, EDC per- 


forms generally better than BI, FP, and D2F. It exceeds TFT on 
all tests by the at or above 50th criterion and on T-6 and TOT 
by the mean criterion. It fails to exceed D6N, TD6, TD 1-6, on 


TC on any test by any criterion. 


Florida Parent Model (Table 22b ): FP does not perform 
better than any model. It fails to exceed TFT, D3N, TD3, TD 1-6, 


. or TC on any test by any criterion. 
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“fable 22-c. Comparison Matrices for District Two FT, District Fo 
~~~... and. Total Follow Through Fourth-Grade Pupils, by Tes 


gon Matrices. for "asrthrafa gia o¢ tar ieee ee 
al Follow Jaret Fourth: “Grade. ease Py eee reas. es . 
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: ie ae si a : 2 
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; a le group fa 
aura wra{ dicated in, 
eee MEME i abye headset 
to ing is. sig- 

| nificantly” 
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Parent Implemented Model (Table 22% dy: PI performs gener- 
aliy better than aii other models and district groupings. It 
exceeds TFT on ali tests and all criteria. It exceeds D5N j 


v 


and T-M, T-L, and TD5 for aii and on T-R for the at or above 


50th criterion. PI performs better than TD5 of all téata Suna °° 


criteria. It exceeds TD 1-6 on all bat the mean for T-R and 
the percentage at or above “4 2. th percentile for T-M. It 
exceeds TO en T-M, T-L, and if for the mean criterion, on T-M 


and TOT for the below 16th criterion, and on T-L for the ator 


above 50h eriterion. 


Philadelphia Process Model (Table 22b_): #£PP performs 


generally better than BA, BI, EDC, FP, D2F, D4&F and D5F. It 
exceeds TFT on all tests and criteria. It. exceeds DIN on T-M 
and TOT by the below 16th criterion, and TD1 on T-p and TOT by 


the same criterion. It exceeds TD 1-6 on T=L by all. three 


criteria and on TOT by the below 16th criterion. It exceeds 


-TC only.on T-L for. the percentage below the 16th percentile. 


District Two Follow Through (Table 22c ): D2F performs 


generally better than BI and Fp. It fails to exceed TFT, TD 1-6, 
Or TC on any test by any sriterion. It exceeds D2N on T-R, T-L, 
and TOT. for the means criterion, on T-R, =" and T-L for the 
below 16th criterion, and on T-R, T-L, and TOT for the at or 
above 50th criterion. It exceeds TD2 only on the percentage 


below the 16th percentile for T-™. 


District Four Follow Through (Table 22c): D4F performs 


“generally better than BA, BI, FP, D2F, and D5F (and close to EDC). 
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Table 22-a. 
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.BANK 
STREET _ 


T-M 


MLB 


MLE 


ML 


MLH 
H 


MLE 


MLH 
ML 


ML 


MLH 


I-L ToT 


BEHAVIOR 
ANALYSIS 


T-R T-M I-L 


MLH 


MH 


BILINGUAL 


MoH ML 


G-R T-M T-L TOT 


MLH MLB 


Figon Niceicee: for Bank Spree: Behavior dnalysts, Bilingual, and EDC 
-Grade Pupils, by Test Areas. 


BEHAVIOR 
ANALYSIS 


MLH MLH- MLE 
ML L ML 
MLH MLH MLH 


BILINGUAL 
T-R T-M T-L TOT 


MH ML MLH MLH 


MLE MLE MHMH MLE H 
MLH OH 
MLB 
MLH MLA MLH MLE MLH MLH MLA M HI 
MLH MLE = MLE L MHMLH oR 
LH 
Hy H oH R 
: % H 
L 
UML OM OM MEME MHM AM 
HMLE OM OM OMA | HMA / 
7 oo | 7 
* . , : : | o— 


a _ 9 
ERIC 


LH MLH MLH MLH 
H 
H 


; NOTE: 


Table. entries 


Hl coded as 


£ 0 7 1 0 W 5: 7 plist ee ee 


: ny 


Mean score 
of group in- 


dicated in 


table head- 
ing is sig- 
nificantly 

higher than 
mean score 

of group sh 
indicated at. 
left margin. | 


uy 
! 


a Oa = 
Percentas 
below na- 


tional lo. 


elie is less 


; thea that for 
group at left. 


oge or - 


Percentage 


equas. to or. 


above national 
50th #ile is 


higher than 
that for proup 
at left. 


86 


<) 
ERIC 


It exceeds TFT on all tests by all criteria, It exceeds D4N on 


T-R Zor-all criteria and on T-M for the below 16th eriterion. 


D4F fails to exceed TD4 and TC on any test by any criterion. It 


exceeds TD 1-6 enly at the percentage below the 16th percentile _ 


on T-R,. 


District Five Follow :Through (Table Qee jp: D5F performs 


generally better than BI, FP, and D2F. Tt exceeds TFT on ail 


tests by the below 16th criterion and ‘on T-R, T-M, and TOT by the 


mean criterion. It fails to exceed D5N, TD5, TD 1-6, or TC on 


any test by any criterion. 


Total Follow Trough (Table 22c): TFT fails to exceed 


TNF, TD 1-6 on TC on any test, by any criterion. 


Model rankings for fourth grade are reported in Table 23. 
It can be seen that PI ranks first overall and first on eight 
subtests (CPU, C & P, T-M, MEC, USG, T-L, SPL, TOT). BS ranks 


second overall and first on two subtests (CHN, T-R), PP ranks 


“third Overall and first on subtest (V4.4. The other models 


(in order) are BA, EDC, BI, and FP. 
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‘Table i Model ‘Rankings | for: Mean Fourth- Grace ‘CAT ADSS ‘Scores, 


| by Test Areas, and Sunnary Resking | for Grade. 
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Summary and Conclusions: 


For the regular, Follow Through program (grades. K- -3), a: brief 


summary of the results from Parts Ly iI, and ‘III, is offered here. 


The information. included in the summary is ese performance rela- 


tive to TFT, District Non-Foilow Through, TNF; and TC; (2) rank 


overall and in each’ grade; and (3) 1973-1974 percentile ranking 
compared with that of 1974-1975. (In this stmasey: under Aumbex 
(1), the term “performs better than" refers to only the mean 
criterion of Pact I. Comparisons. pased on the. two percentile 


criteria, discussed in the text, will not be yaaa here). 


Total Follow Through: (1) Performs better than TNF on 
all major test areas (1.e., ENV, MAT, L & S., and TOT for the 
SESAT and T-R, T-M, T-L, and TOT for the CAT) in grades K, i, 
and 2 and better than TC in-three tests in grade 1. (2) Ranks 
not applicable). (3) Gains more than TNF in x, 1, and 2, but 


not in 3. 


‘Bank Street Model: (1) Performs better than TFT on all 
“sts in K and 1 and .wo tests in grade 2; better than D2N on 
all tests K-2 and one test in grade 3; better chen DSN on three 
tests in K and all tests in eiades 1 and 2; better than TNF on 
all teste in K and 1 aud three tests in grade 2; better than TC 

on all tests in grade 1 and one test in grade 2. (2) Ranks 
third overall and ranks 2, 2, 4, 5 across grades K=3, (3) 
Shows very substantial gains between 1973-1974 and 1974-1975 in 


grades K-2, and consistent (but smaller) gains in grade 3. 
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_ Behavior Analysis Model: (1) Perforse better than TFT 
cn one test in K, and all tests in grades 1-3; better than D2N 
on all oe better than D4N on all tests except T-L in 
grade 2; better than TNF on all tests K-2 and two tests in 
t? :ee tests in grades 2 and 3. (2) Ranks first seen oad 
ranks 5, 1, 1, 2 across grades K-3. (3) Shows strong gains 
between the two time points('73-'74 to '74-75) in each grade 


K-3. 


Bilingual Model: (1) Performs better than D5N on all 
tests in grade 2; does not perform bezter than TFT, TNF, Or 
TC on any test. (2) Ranks seventh overall and seventh in all 


grades. «(3) Shows small gains over '73-'74 in grades K, 1, and 


3, and svbstantial gains in grade 2. 


Education Development Center Model: (1) Performs better 


than TFT on two tests in kindergarten and all tests in grade 2; 


better than D6N on three tests in K and all tests in grades 1 and 


2; better than TNF on all tests K-2; better than tC on one test 

in grade 2, {2) Ranks fourth or fifth (depending cn scaaetncs) 
overail and ranks 4, 6, 3, 4 across grades K-3. (3) Shows sub- 
stantial gains in K and 3, very strong gains in grade 2, and mixed 


results in grade l. 


Florida Parent Model: (1) Performs better than TFT on ali 


tests in K and one test in grade 1; better than D3N on three 


tests in K and ene tue. * grades 1 and 2; better than TNF on ail 


cr 


tests in K, three tests in grade 4, atid one test in grade 7; 
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better than TC’on three tests in K and one test ir, grade 1.” 
(2) Ranks sixth Qr fourth (depending on procedure) overall. and 
.vranks 1, 3, 6, 6 across: grades K-3. (3). Shows substantial gains 


in grades K-2 and small gains in grade 3. 


Parent Implemented Model: (1) Performs hekear euaa TFT 
on two tests in K and all tests in grades 2 and 33 better 
“than DSN on two tests in K, three tests in grades 1 and 3, 
and all tests in grade 2; better than TNF on all tests in 
grades K and 2, and on three tests in etadee 1 and 3; better 
than TC on ali tests in grade 2 and three tests in: grade 3. 
(2) Ranks second everaid and 3,5,2, and 1 across grades K-3. 
(3) Shaws mixed results over '73-'74 in grades 1 and 3, and 
considerable gains in grade 2. (No test data were available 


for comparison in grade K.) 


Philadelphia Process Model: (1. Performs better than 
TFT on all third-grade tests; better than DIN on three tests 


in K and all tests in grade 1; better than TNF on all first- 


grade tests and one second-grade test: (2) Ranks fifth or 


sixth overall (depending on the procedure), and ranks 6,4,5,3 


across grades K-3; (3) Shows strong gains over '73-'74 in grades 


K,2, and 3, and sligh’: losses in grade l. 


In the 1973-1974 cross~sectional report, it was concluded 
that the total program produced positive effects in kindergarten 


and first grade, but not in second and third grades. The 1974-1975 
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- analysis reveals. an upward extension of these positive effects 


to second grade as well. Similarly, last year's report con- 
cluded that the differences between. Total Follow tieowebeand 

Total Non-Follow Through on the sone sisea of 1973-1974 per- 
centile rankings with 1972-1973 percentile rankings. were -minimal.- 
In this year's report, it is evacuate that these differences are 
favorable to Follow Through .at three grade levels “kK, 1, syd 205 


where Follow Through "gains" more than Non-Follow Through. 


Rankings of the models reveal that particular mii 
form better at certain grade levels, when compared to other models. 
Thus, the ranking of the Florida Parent model decreases contin- 


ually across g:3des K-3, and the ranking of the Philadelphia 


“cocess & Bank Street model increasex continually across grades 


K-3. 


rouxthepraae date, obtained just prior to the program 
expansion into this grade, reveals furthe: shifts of the model 
rankings. These data will provide initial baselines against 
which future cross-sectional reporting will examine program 


effects. . i 


in summary it is concluded that the positive program 
effects (compared to appropriate Non-Foliow Through comparison 
groups) for the total program aggregate have been extended into 


second grade in 1974-1975, that two models (Behavior Analysis 


and Parent Implemented) exhibit such positive effects at all 


program grades, (K-3), and that two other models (Bank Street and 


EDC) exhibit such effect at two grade levels. 


=62= 
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Appendix ‘=? ns eid Pa) tet = Ben Pe 
Attainment of Achievement Objectives, 1974-1975. ' (Abstracted 
from Philadelphia Title I Report 1974-1975). . 


Objective 1: To improve pupil performance in reading skills. . 


This sbgeneiee wag *uady attained By ene project as . whole. 
_ The first of tro expectations was that on citywide achieveaent | | 
tests in at least three of four peade levels (K-3) the neddonsl 
pupil percentile pone corresposding to the Follow Through 
pupils mean score at feast one reading subtest would bé higher 
in 1974-1975 than in 1973-1974. This expectation was met not 
only by the project as a whole, but also by each Follow Through 


model and by each districts Fellow, . through group. 


BR 
ie ". 


The second ane Wasi that in at least three of the 


four grade levels the mea 


a 


would be significantly “ee Through pupils than for 
district groups of national-comparison-school (scasoiiéwesthnsaet) 
pupils, total districts, and the total of Districts 1-6. This 
expectation was met by the project as a whole, the Parent 
Implemented Model separately, and »y the Follow Through group 
in District 4 (which included only Behavior Analysis schools), 

The Bank Street, Behavior Analysis, and =DC Models approached 


the expectation by qual‘ fying in two (not threc) of the four 


grade levels. 
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Objective 2: ‘To improve pupil. performance. in mathematics skills. 


This” | objective was partially attained by the project as a 
whole. “The first expectation was hak on citywide achievement 
tests in at least three of four ‘grade. ievcker. (k- 3) the national: 

“" “pupil paeceueie rank. corresponding “to “the. Follow shrough sapei a 
mean score on at least. one mathematics subtest would: be. nignee: 
this year than last year. “Although kindergarten data for the 
Potent Implemented Model had been lost during the 1973- 1974 
scoring, the available data indicated that the expectation of oe 
improvement over last year was met by the project as a whole, 
by each model: depararely (except Parent Implemented), ana by 


each district's Follow Through group. 


The second expectation was that in at least ives grade 

” tevels: the mean score on at least one mathematics subtest would 
be significantly higher for Follow -Through pupils than for 
district groups of national-comparison-school pupils, total 
districts, and the total of Districts 1-6. This expectation 
was met by the Behavior Analysis and Parent Implemented Models 
and by the Follow Through group in District 4. The project as 
a whole, the EDC and Florida Parent Education Models, and aie 
Follow Through group in District 5 (Bank Street, Bilingual, awa 


Parent Implement ed schools) approached the expectation by qualify- 


ing in two (not three) of the four grade leveis. 
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Objective 3: To improve pupil performance: in language skills. 
This objective was partially attained by the project as a 


whole. The first expectation was that on citywide achievement 


tests in at least two of three grade levels (1-3) the national _ 
‘pupil Sepechedie rank corresponding to teeolaee Thrush suptiat 
dees score on at least one language subtest would be higher this 
year than last véar. This. expectation wae met by the pedsect 

as a whole, by each model separately, and by each district's 


Folléw Thraugh group. 


The second expectation was that in at. least two grade levels 
the: “sa score on at least one language subtest would be 
significantly higher for Follow Through pupils than for district 
groups o£ national-comparison-school eupata. total districts, 
and the total of Districts ise: This expectation _ met by 
the Bank Street, Behavior hiatvete. and Parent Implemented Models 
and by the Follow Through group in District 4. The project as 
a whole, the Philadelphia Process Model, and the Follow Through 
group in District 5 approached the expectation by qualifying) 


in one (not two) of the three grade levels. 


$6 


@ 
ERIC 


